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Abstract

" Collectivism was studied with a multimethod questionnaire and

Illinois undergraduates. Nine different scales measured aspects of

collectivism with good reliability. These scales were intercorrelated,

thus showing convergent validity. Through factor analysis it was

determined that collectivism has three aspects: Subordination of

Personal to Collective Goals, the Collective as Extension of the Self,

and the Collective as a Source of Identity. Correlations with several

attitude scales showed satisfactory discriminant validity. In

addition, it was found that even in this individualistic sample,

those who were collectivists preferred equality over equity in the

distribution of rewards.

J6



Convergent and Discriminant Validation of Measures of Collectivism
1

Harry C. Triandis, Kwok Leung and Marcelo Villareal

University of Illinois, Urbana-Champaign

A major dimension of cultural variation that appears to contrast Europe

north of the Alps and America north of the Rio Grande with the rest of the

world (with the exception of numerous, but small, preliterate societies) is

the relative emphasis on individual versus collective goals (Hofstede, 1980).

In individualist societies most persons set for themselves goals that are

often independent of (or even negatively correlated with) the goals of

collectives, such as family, friends, tribe, corporation, or religious group.

By contrast, in collectivist societies the goals of individuals and at least

one collective are positively ccrrelated.

Of course, it is possible that some of an individual's goals will be

unrelated and some will be related to the goals of some collective. In such

a case the individual would be both an individualist and a collectivist. At

this early stage of research on this topic it is premature to decide whether

individualism-collectivism must be construed as a single dimension or as

two independent dimensions.

A substantial literature suggests that variations in the individualism-

collectivism dimension have implications for both individuals and collectives.

For example, individualism has been found to be associated with high levels

of Gross National Product (Adelman & Morris, 1967; Cobb, 1976; Hofstede, 1980)

but also to several forms of social pathology, such as high crime, suicide,

divorce, child abuse, enttional stress, physical and mental illness rates

(Cobb, 1976; Naroll, 1983). Collectivists tend to have happy marriages (Antill

1983), and are more likely to receive social support, which acts as a buffer

of life-change stresses (Cohen S Hoberman, 1983). Low levels of social support p

make a person more vulnerable to mental, illness (Sarason, Sarason & Lindner,

1983) while high levels of social support are likely to protect a person's

* 0
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health (Gottlieb, 1983), make it more likely that a person will stop

smoking, lose weight (Janis, 1983), and persist at a task under unfavorable

conditions (Sarason, Inrine, Basham & Sarason, 1983).

Similarly, variations in this dimension have been considered in studies

of morality (Shweder, 1982), religion (Bakan, 1966), work related values

(Hofstede, 1980), the concept of limited good (Foster, 1965), 
broad value

orientations (Kluckhohn & Strodtbeck, 1961), ecology and child-rearing

patterns (Barry et al., 1959; Berry, 1979), cognitive differentiation (Witkin

Berry, 1975), economic development (Adelman & Morris, 1967), modernity

(Inkeles & Smith, 1974; Berger, Berger & Kellner, 1973), the structure of

constitutions of various states (Massimini & Calegari, 1979); analyses of

cultural patterns (Isu, 1981) have used variations of this dimension.

Studies of the subjective culture (Triandis, 1972) of various cultural

groups show differences in collectivism. Thus Southern Italians (Banfield,

1958), Greeks (Triandis & Vassiliou, 1972), and Chinese (Hsu, 1971, 1981,

1983) tend to he collectivists, while Northern and Western European and

North American populations tend to be individualistic (Inkeles, 1983; Stewart,

1966). While some aspects of collectivism may inhibit economic development

(Adelman & Morris, 1067), the syndrome appears related to low levels of

social pathology.
I

Individualism is a relatively stable attribute of Americans (Tukeles,

1983). It has been defended (Riesman, 1954, 1966; Waterman, 1981) and criti-

cized (Hogan, 1975; Lasch, 1978; Rakoff, 1978; Sampson, 1977; Smith, 1978).

Various attempts have been made to define patterns that are both individualist

and collectivist (Kanfer, 1979; Rotenberg, 1977). This literature has been

reviewed by Triandis (1985).

However, complexities do develop because collectivism appears to be

both setting- and group-specific. Depending on the setting (family, work,
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religion, politics, aesthetics, scientific work, the courts, schools, shops)

and the specific group (family, friends, colleagues, co-workers, neighbors)

individual and collective goals may or may not be Intercorrelated.

Persons from a given culture appear to emphasize individual or

collective goals in different settings and with different groups.

This suggests that a fruitful approach to the study of this dimension

may be the development of "profiles" which indicate whether the

predominant tendency is individualistic or collectivist. In the case

of a culture with a modal profile that is individualist we would then

be justified to use the label individualist culture. Similarly,

when the profile is predominantly collectivist we could label the

culture that way.

Within this context, the present paper is an attempt to investigate

the measurement of individualism-collectivism in some of its complexity.

It is an exploratory effort designed to develop fine-grained methods

of measurement, with the long-range view that they will help in a

better understanding of how this dimension affects and is affected

by diverse patterns of social behavior. We aim at convergent validity

of the measurement, i.e. correlation among the various measures of

collectivism, as well as discriminant validity, i.e. small correla-

tions with variables that are conceptually similar, but not part of

the collectivism domain. This strategy will allow as to circumscribe

the meaning of the collectivism construct.

In addition, work by Leung and Bond (in press) suggested that

collectivists may allocate to ingroup members more on the basis of the

principle of equality than the principle of equity. To check on this

possibility, with the present measures of collectivism, we employed

a scenario which allowed the subjects to allocate money to different
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targets, some of which were very competent and others not so competent,

thus allowing us to see whether the subjects allocate more unequally to

the competent than the non-competent target if they are individualists,

and more equally if they are collectivists.

Method

Subjects

Ninety-one (47 males and 44 females) American undergraduates

responded to a questionnaire as part of a regular course reouirement.

Questionnaire

A 132-item questionnaire, measuring aspects of individualism/

collectivism, was used. It included several types of items and scales.

Seiection of the items and scales was based on a theoretical understanding

of the meaning of individualism/collectivism, and on the similarity of

the scales to the construct of collectivism. This approach allows

tests of the convergent and discriminant validity of the measures of

the construct. The core items measured the following aspects:

Perceived similarity. 48 items measured the subject's perceived

similarity to six collectives (the assumption being that collectivists

will see themselves a- more similar to their collectives across several

settings than would individualists). Examples of items of this scale

(abbreviated to SIM) are:

How similar are your views about what kind of work (job, 0
career) you should do to those of your neighbors or those
who live in your dorm?

How similar are your opinions about the kind of education
that you should have to those of your neighbors or those
who live in your dorm?

How similar are your views about what kind of work (job,
career) you should do to those of your co-workers?



How siatilar are your views about what kind of work (job,
career) you should do to those of an average person of
your own nationality?

How similar are your opinions about the kind of education
that you should have to those of your co-workers?

How similar are your views about where you should live
(what neighborhood, city, country) to those of your
neighbors or those who live in your dorm?

A 5-point scale ranging from "extremely similar" to "extremely different"

was used. Thirty-seven of the 48 items had satisfactory item-total

correlations; the Cronbach alpha for the scale was .89.

Paying attention (ATT). Forty-two items were concerned with

paying attention to others. The assumption was that collectivists

would pay more attention to others in more situations than will indi-

vidualists. Examples of items are:

When you chose an intimate friend (includinp a spouse) how
much attention would you (or did you) pay to the views of
your acquaintances?

When deciding what work to do, how much attention would you
(or did you) pay to the views of your co-workers?

When deciding what kind of education to have, how much
attention do you pay to the views of your neighbors?

When deciding what kind of education to have, how much

attention do you pay to the views of your co-workers?

Thirty-eight of the 42 items had satisfactory item-total correlations.

The Cronbach alpha was .94.

Taking a trio (TRIP). Four items concerned a trip scenario as

shown below:

Suppose you are very eager to take a long trip (for example,
to study in another country for 2 years) and your absence
will inconvenience the people listed below. How much weight
would you give to your desires as opposed to the desires of
your mother, your father, your spouse or close friend, and
your relatives?

The Cronbach alpha for the four-item scale was .75.
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Investing Money (INV). Eight items utilized a scenario in which

the subject could invest money, such as: I 4

Suppose you are planning to make an investment that is
guaranteed to benefit your grandchildren, your great-grandchildren,
and your children, and may or may not benefit you. You would
miss the money and could use it to have fun now. Would you
do it? I I

Six of these eight items showed satisfactory convergence and had a

Cronbach alpha of .73.

Lottery (LOT). Four items utilized a scenario in which a person won

a sum of money at a lottery. The wording was:

Suppose you won a large sum of money at a lottery. Would
you give nothing, a little of it, much, a lot of it, or
all of it to your grandchildren, your children, your parents, E

or your spouse or close friend?

The Cronbach alpha of this 4-item scale was .68.

Work Request (WORK). Eight items were concerned with a work request.

The wording was:

Suppose that one of the persons listed below asked you to help
with a job that takes about a week, during a time when you are
very busy with your own work. How much help would you give?
(e.g., your parents, your closest friend, your children)

Six of these items had satisfactory convergence and a Cronbach alpha of

.86.

Loans (LOAN). Five items were cuncerned with giving loans. The

wording was:

Suppose one of the persons listed below needs the money you
have been saving to buy a new car. Your present car is still

running, but it is unsure how long it will continue to run.
Would you lend the money? (e.g. a relative, a friend, your parents.)

The LOAN scale had a Cronbach alpha of .82.

Honor about Nobel Prize (HNP). Six items were concerned with how

much honor would the subject feel if another received the Nobel Prize.

The wording was:
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F':;use one of these people--your spouse or one of your parents,
or your friend)--wcn the Nobel Prize. Would you feel somewhat

honored that this has happened?

The six-item HNP scale had an alpha of .81.

Contribution to Others Winning Nobel Prize (CNP). Seven items

concerned the subject's perceived contributions to winning the Nobel

Prize. The wording was:

Suppose that one of the persons listed below won the Nobel
Prize. Would you feel that you have contributed, even though
in a small way, to the success of a friend? (or your spouse
or close friend, or one of your parents)

The 7-item CNP scale had an alpha of .80.

Financial Scale (FIN). A scale was constructed by combining the

six investment and five loan items. Nine of these 11 items converged

with a Cronbach alpha of .81.

In addition to these specially constructed items which were

designed to measure collectivism, we employed items which we believed

might have some relevance to the construct. A Chinese Value Survey

constructed by Bond (1983) which measured a person's emphasis on

industry, hard work, humbleness, patriotism, loyalty to superiors,

and harmony with others, where the subjects were required to indicate

on a 9-point scale the relative importance of each of these attributes

to them personally, showed a satisfactorv convergence for 26 items

and a Cronbach alpha of .9.

All of the above mentioned items were administered to all the

subjects; however, since we wished to explore a broad range of items

and there was limited time per subject, we also administered half of

the following scales to a random half of the subiects and the

remaining haJf of the scales to the remaining subjects.
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Attitudes towards freedom of children (AFC)

Conservatism (CONS)

Familism (FAM)

Humanitarianism (HUM)

Interpersonal Orientation Scale (IOS)

Political-Economic Scale (PES)

Subscales: Political (P)

Economic (E)

These scales were obtained from the literatures as follows:

A scale by Koch, Dentler, Dysart, and Streit (1934) consisting of

13 items, measuring attitude towards the freedom of children, had a

Cronbach alpha of .35. Examples of these items were:

It is necessary to teach a child that he cannot always have
his own way.

The child should be taught to respect the wishes of his elders.

The Rundquist and Sletlo (1936) economic conservatism scale had

items such as:

Tf our economic system were just, there would be much less
crime. (reversed)

Money should be taken from the rich and given to the poor

during hard times. (reverr ed).

The Cronbach alpha for the 10-item scale was .85.

The Bardis (1959) familism scale contained the following two

examples:

A person should always support his uncles and aunts if they
are in need.

Children below 18 should almost always obey their older
brothers and sisters.
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The Cronbach alpha for the 14-item scale was .81.

Kirkpatrick's (1949) humanitarianism scale contained:

The children in enemy countries should suffer as other children
have been made to suffer for the sins of their parents. (reversed)

There are many criminals in United States prisons who could be
best controlled by physical punishment. (reversed)

The Cronbach alpha for the eight-item humanitarianism scale was .77

A 29-item scale by Swap and Rubin (1983) measured interpersonal-

orientation. Two examples of these items were:

When people tell me personal things about themselves, I find
myself feeling close to them.

I generally view myself as a person who is not terribly

interested in what other people are really like. (reversed)

The Cronbach alpha for these items was .43

The 15 items of the political and economic subscales were taken

from Kerr's (1945) liberalism-conservatism scale. Examples of items

from the political subscale are:

Should all able adults be permitted to vote?

Would you feel honored at being elected to a public office?

Examples of Kerr's economical subscales are:

Should farmers be guaranteed a Minimum annual income?

Should every family be guaranteed a minimum standard of
living?

The Cronbach alpha for the political subscale was .73; for the economical

subscale .82. Putting the two together we got a political-economical

15-item scale with Cronbach alpha of .79.

Allocation Scenario

After the subjects had responded to these items, they were required

to read a scenario in which the Job performance and family situations

of four sales representatives working for the same company were described.
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The scenarios were actually constructed from a 2x2 factorial design,

with two levels of performance (superb vs. mediocre) and two levels of

financial need (high vs. low). Each employee represented one of the

four conditions resulting from crossing the two factors. The first

employee was described as employing superb sales promotion techniques

and as a consequence contributing to the increase in sales volume of

the company. Furthermore, he had a large family with five children and

often had financial problems. The second employee was described as

using only mediocre promotion techniques, and as a consequence contrib-

uting little to the increase in the sales volume of the company. lie

had a small family with one child, and therefore enjoyed quite a com-

fortable living. With similar descriptions, the third employee was

described as performing well and having a small family, while the fourth

employee's performance was described as mediocre and his family was

large.

Subjects were asked to assume the role of the manager of a company

and decide how to allocate a bonus of $10,000 among these four

employees. This allocation was zero-sum because the sum of the bonuses

each employee received had to sum exactly to $10,000. Subjects were

also asked to do a non-zero-sum allocation, in which each employee

could receive a maximum of $5,000 and the amount of money each employee

received was independent of how much the other employees received.

Subjects were provided with a detailed explanation of the study

at the end of the experiment.
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Results
2

There were minor sex differences, and hence the data from the two

sex groups were merged. A factor analysis of the collectivism scales,

with multiple correlations squared as the communalities, and a varimax

rotation, resulted in the three factors shown in Table 1, which accounted

for 57 percent of the common variance.

Factor 1: appears to reflect Subordination of Personal to Collective

Goals. It accounted for 30 percent of the common variance. The three

highest loading scales are the TRIP, WORK, and LOAN scales. In each

case the person takes very seriously the needs of others, and subordinates

own needs to those of others.

Factor 2: appears to reflect the Collective as Extension of Self. It

accounted for 15 percent of the common variance. The highest loading

scale is HNP, feeling honored by Other's Nobel Prize. The other two

high loading scales INV and LOAN show that the person feels obligated

to invest or loan money to members of the collective. Thus in all three

cases the collective and the self are extensions of each other.

Factor 3: appears to reflect the Collective as Source of Identity. It

accounted for 13 percent of the common variance. This factor with its

emphasis on attention to others, reflects concern for others, as was the

case in Hui's (1984) work.

When the values scale is added to the factor analysis, the three

factors emerge again, but now the Extension factor is first, and the Value

scale loads .61 on that factor. Apparently, those with values emphasizing

humbleness, industry, patriotism, loyalty to superiors, and harmony with
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others are particularly likely to see the Collective and the Self as

extensions of each other.

We performed factor analyses in which we included in addition to

the collectivism items the other scales. In the first data set, which

included half these scales the Extension factor emerged first, and the

second factor merged the Identi and the Subordination of Own Goals

factors, the third factor reflected Conservatism and a Controlling

Attitude toward children. The second data set had a first factor which

included the Extension factor, on which the Values scale had a loading

of .71 and the Humanitarianism scale a loading of .56. Thus, those who

were high on Extension tended to agree that industry, humbleness, etc.

are very important and to disagree with statements such as "children

In enemy countries should suffer..." In other words, their extension

leads them to extend to or feel emphathic about children in enemy

cotutries. The second factor emphasized Similarity to Others and Sub-

ordination of Goals. The third was of little interest: it consisted

of the two Nobel Prize items.

Table 2 shows the correlations among the various measures of collec-

tivism. The first set of variables are the core and the second set the

peripheral measures of collectivism. It can be seen that the core measures

intercorrela"e at high levels. In fact, 44 percent of the cells have

significant correlations, and of the 16 correlations four are at B<.001

and six at 2 .0l. In the case of the correlations between the core and

the peripheral measures only 28% of the correlations are significant,

and of those 20 correlations eight are at p<.001 and only one at EC.01.
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The highly significant correlations are with the Chinese Values Scale,

and the Political and Economical Scales. They indicate that collectivists

value industry, resistance to corruption, humbleness, patriotism and

loyalty to superiors, while individualists are less enthusiastic or

concerned about these values. It would seem reasonable that the last

three values in particular would be linked to collectivism.

The correlations with the Political and Economic scale indicate that

collectivists disagree with items that advocate social welfare. It

must be recalled that most of the collectivist items reflect relations

with family. So, those who are highly supportive of their family are

not supportive of social welfare.

In summary, the convergent validity of the collectivism scales is

good, and the discriminant validity is moderately good.

Further Analysis of Similarity Othes

The similarity of the subject to six Others (parents, relatives,

friends, neighbors, co-workers, and co-nationals) with respect to different

behaviors is shown in Table 3. There is a main effect for behavior

[F (7,595)z 22.54, 2!.001] with maximum similarity in the area of education

(3.98) and work selection (3.41) and minimum in the area of musical tastes

(3.09) and selection of religion (3.08). There is also a main effect for

Other, [F (5,425)= 63.91, p.001] with maximum similarity for friends

(3.84) and parents (3.66) and minimal for co-workers (3.01). The behavior

by type of other interaction is also significant [r (35,2975)=16.75,

ac.00l1.

Further Analysis of Attention Judgments

A similar analysis for attention judgments showed that both the type

of behavior [F (6,486)=13.23, p<.0011 and the type of Other [F a 163.62,
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<.001] were significant, but there was also a sex effect [F (5,405)=3.3,

p<. 0 06 ]. Skipping the details it can be summarized as follows: Females

are paying attention to the views of parents and friends about shopping,

spouse selection, and education more than do males; they are also more

influenced by friends about musical tastes than are males. Males are

influenced more than females by friends in the areas of religion and politics.

Organization of Collectivism instrument According to Target Persons

Hui (1984) developed a measure of collectivism that has six scales:

Collectivism toward Spouse, Parents, Kin, Friends, Co-Workers and Neighbors.

He has shown that these scales predict better than general measures of

collectivism social events involving the particular targets. Thus, it

would seem desirable to assemble our current items according to the targets

that we have in hand. We were able to develop a Parents Collectivism scale

(12 items, with Cronbach alpha of .80), which tapped collectivism across

the SIM, ATT, TRIP, INV, LOT WORK, LOAN, HNP and CNP scales, using only

those items that refer to Parents.

Similarly, we derived a Relatives scale with 15 items, and an alpha

of .83; a Close Friend scale, with 11 items and an alpha of .80; a Co-worker

scale with 16 items and an alpha of .85; and a Neighbor scale with 16 items

and an alpha of .83. We then considered our several scales (SIM...CNP) and

the five Target Persons, and did a factor analysis to see how these scales

were grouped in the responses of the subjects. Factor 1 had high loadings

on the pay Attention items, with the highest loadings on paying attention

to Co-workers (.84), and Neighbors (.77); factor 2 on the it~a items, with

highest loadings on Mother (.85) and Father (.70); factor 3 on the Honor

when the Other Receives a Nobel Prize items (HNP), with highest loadings



on Parent (.73) and Friend (.66); factor 4 on Work, with highest loadings

on Parents (.79) and Close Friends (.62); and the last factor was on Loans,

with high loadings on relatives (.87) and Friend (.49).

Thus, it is possible to use the present items to construct scales

like the scales developed by Hui, but it appears that the organization of

these scales is according to the activity rather than target person.

However, this last point may be due to the way the items were presented:

It must be recalled that the loan items were presented together, the work

items together, and so on. In any case, the present method of data

collection lends itself to obtaining collectivism data either according

to the various scales such as SIM...CNP or according to the target persons,

such as Parents and Neighbors.

Allocation of Resources

The mean allocations of the subjects to the salesmen who were high

or low in competence and high or low in need are shown in Table 4. The

need effect was much stronger Zhan the competence effect. The F (1,89)=

200.5, 2<.0000 for need and F (1,89)=13.0, p.<.0005 for competence show

both effects to be most reliable, and the interaction is almost significant

[F (1,89)=3.954, E<.05271. With such an overwhelming need effect it is

difficult to obtain useful information about the tendency of subjects to

use equity vs. equality. (We clearly overdesigned the scenario to give

results other than equity, which are the typical results obtained with

American Ss).

3
In the zero sum situation six Ss followed equality, 83 need, and

18 equity. Allocation according to the equity norm was significantly

correlated with the INV + LOAN scale (r=.27, El.006 , df=89). Those who
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would not loan or invest in others used equity. A correlation of -.30

(2 .002, df=89), between the INV + LOAN scale and the amount of money

allocated to the high need--low competence salesman indicates that those

who would loan and invest in others would give more to this salesman.

Thus, collectivists seem more "soft-hearted", giving more to a person

who is in need, though this person is not very competent. By contrast

these collectivists would give less to the low need--high competence

salesman (r=.32, k<.001, dfr89).

When the scenario allowed for a non-zero sum distribution of bonuses

to the salesmen, six persons used equality, 84 need, and 22 equity. The

equity norm again correlated with allocation to the low need--high

competence salesman r=.34 (V .001, df=89). The more collectivist Ss

deviated less from equality than the less collectivist (t-3.62; p<.O01).
U

Discussion

There is good convergent validity among the measures of collectivism

employed in this study. However, collectivism is not a unitary construct.

In this data we could detect three separate themes: Extension of the Self

to the Collective, Subordination of the Self Goals to the Collective's

Goals, and the Collective as a Source of identity.

It is important to keep in mind that these factors were obtained

from the responses of American subjects who, according to Hofstede's (1980)

study, are highly individualistic. It remains to be seen how collectivism

is structured in collectivist cultures.

Hui's (1984) intensive analysis of the concern-for-others domain

identified concern for different others, as separate scales. Thus, he

obtained evidence of separate concerns for parents, relatives, friends,
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neighbors, co-workers, etc. Intensive examination of the items used in

the present study indicates that they tend to be more linked to close

relatives than to other targets. For instance, the scales that have high

loadings, such as the WORK scale, involve parents, closest friend and

children; the Honor for Nobel Prize scale involve spouse, parents, and

friend. Only the Attention (ATT) and Similarity (SIM) scales covered the

full range of collectives covered by Hui. Thus, one may assume that the

total domain of collectivism is unequally differentiated. In the area of

close relatives there may be three aspects; in the case of the more remote

collectives concern may be the only important aspect, since extension of

the self-to-others becomes a less significant factor when the collectives

are remote, and subordination of the goals of the self to the goals of

the collectives is less likely when the collective is remote. However,

the degree of differentiation among the three aspects of collectivism,

at different levels of remoteness of the collective from the self, undoubtedly

varies with culture and personality and requires further investigation.

The attitude scales that were included in this study did not correlate

especially well with collectivism, thus suggesting adequate discriminant

validity of the collectivism construct.

Finally, the scenario included to study allocation behavior, proved

of limited utility, because it over-emphasized need, thus not giving us a

chance to examine the equity vs. equality distribution of rewards in its

full range. However, even with this limited range, the data are consistent

with the hypothesis that collectivists will be more influenced by equality

than individualists, who are more like.ly to prefer equity.

This study provides evidence that collectivism can be measured

m | , m -, . . . . . . . . . m i . . . . . . . .. .. . . . . . . . . .
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both reliably and with considerable convergent and discriminant validity.

While the particular measures are not necessarily the best measures of

the construct, since additional research is needed to determine how they

converge with Hui's (1984) measure and other measures, they are highly

promising.

* S

* S
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Footnotes

1. This study was supported in part by the Organizational Effectiveness

Research Group, Office of Naval Research (Code 452), under Contract

No. N00014-80-C-0407, NR 170-906, Harry C. Triandis, Principal Investigator.

Gerardo Harfn made useful comments concerning an earlier version of this paper.

2. Men agreed to a greater extent than women with the proposition,

"A person should always be expected to defend his family against

out3iders even at the expense of his own personal safety." The means

were men 1.7, women 2.7, tz-3.17, p<.001, the df of 89 (on a 1:strongly 0

agree, 5=strongly disagree scale).

Women disagreed more than the men with "The family should have the

right to control the behavior of each of its members completely" 0

(the means for the women 4.5, the men 3.8, t= -3.17, eC.003, df same).

Men agreed more with "Most elected politicians are honest" (women

3.3 vs. men 2.5, t=-3.07, V_.004, df=89).

Women thought they were extremely similar in the case of "How

similar are your opinions about the kind of education that you should

have to those of your close friends?" (4.5 vs. '1.0, t= -2.70, pc.008,

df=89).

Men paid less attention than women in the case of "When deciding

where to shop, and what to buy, how much attention do you pay to the

views of your parents?" (women 3.9 vs. men 3.0, t= -4.21, D<.001,

df89) and "...of your close friends?" (women 4.2 vs. men 3.5, t= -3.33,

Ec.001, df89)

3. The equality index was the sum of the absolute values of the allocations

to each of the four employees subtracted from $2500. An index close to
0

zero indicates equality, since the optimal equality case is the one where

each employee receives $2500.

II
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Table

Factor AnalYsis of Collectivism Scales (decimals omitted)

Scale Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3

Similarity to Others 24 31 34

Attention to Others 13 01 77

Weighing Other's Desires-Trip 59 06 10

Investing to favor Others 28 38 -06

Sharing Lottery gains with 0 38 08 01

Helping Others when they require
help with Work 68 07 11

Making Loan to Others 51 35 04

Feeling honored when 0 gets
Nobel Prize 22 94 11

Feeling one has contributed
to O's getting Nobel Prize -15 28 24

Note: The underlined loadings are unlikely to have occurred by chance.
This is computed from Cliff and Hamburger's (1967) Monte Carlo
study, setting p at less than .00193, since with 27 loadings none
should be significant by chance at that alpha level. In other
words, the probability that any one of the underlined loadings
is not significant is 27 x .00193 = .052.
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I

Table 4

Mean Allocations in Dollars to Salesmen who were Competent or not

with high or low levels of need for monev

Not Too Extremely

Competent Competent

Has large family and
$3,832.q.2 $4.,170.33

financial problems

Has small family and
S 901.10 $1,118.13

no financial pr~oblems
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